Data
∆ E (mm yr −1 ) ∆ P (mm yr −1 ) ∆ E (%) ∆P (%) Fig. 2b Logistic regression 0.25 • Fig. 3c WAM-2layers 1.5 • Fig. 3a Logistic regression 1.5 • Suppl. Figs. 12 and 13 P↔veg 1.5 • Suppl. Fig. 10 Budyko curve 1 • Suppl. Fig. 1 Potential landscape 0.25 • 100% deforestation Fig. 3b , Suppl. ) and treeless. The goodness of fit is shown using the mean square errors (MSE). Note that errors of the parameters are very low (less than 5% in most of the cases), which means that the model fits well to the data, regardless of the chosen datasets. Certain parameter estimates vary depending on the choice of the input data (for example, estimates of p 2 for the intermediate tree-cover state for reanalyses data differ from estimates using land-surface model outputs). However, this variability does not affect our results regarding the effects of environmental perturbations on evapotranspiration as described in the last subsection of the Results section. CRU TRMM β 0 2.0128 -1.9227 β 1 0.0003 0.0015 β 2 0.0074 0.0036 Supplementary Table 5 . Parameters of the logistic regression predicting the probability of forest cover as a function of rainfall regime for different precipitation input data. All parameters are statistically significant (p value < 0.05).
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Supplementary Figure 1. Alternative tree-cover states in relation to rainfall regimes. Range where the forest is bistable (red) and stable (blue) computed from the data using (a), the maximum climatological water deficit ( 
